This study focuses on 1 condition which seems to influence the role of stigmata in interpersonal relationships. The results indicate that mental illness and the extent to which a person is held responsible for this stigma determine the amount of pain inflicted upon him and how favorably he is evaluated. Responsibility was varied by having a confederate report to the undergraduate Ss either a typical or an atypical and pathogenic childhood. A bad childhood mitigated the harshness of the treatment accorded the mentally ill person, but for the normal individual this experience appears to be as stigmatizing as mental illness itself. The individual perceived as abnormal either because of mental illness or a poor childhood experience is treated in a harsher manner than the normal. He is also described as less adequate in his performance, although there is no objective basis for this, he is less liked, and Ss prefer no further interaction with him. An interesting implication of comparing the evaluation with the behavior displayed is that people can be induced to behave more favorably while retaining all of their dislike and contempt for the stigmatized person.
When another individual is perceived to be a cripple, mentally ill, or a beggar, many people feel dislike and aversion toward him. However, perhaps because it is learned from early childhood that help and sympathy should be given to those less fortunate, few people feel only repugnance and contempt. At times, one certainly feels sympathy and behaves in a supportive manner. What are the conditions under which stigma tends to elicit sympathy and support as compared to distaste and repugnance? The central purpose of the present study was to investigate one of these conditions. Specifically, favorability of perception and amount of pain inflicted upon an individual as a function of learning that he is normal or mentally ill and believing either that he is personally responsible or that the environment is responsible for his condition was measured. First, an examination was made of the role played by stigmata in interpersonal relationships and then how the set of the individual perceiving the stigma might influence this role was considered.
By stigma is meant any attribute which discredits and lowers the status of an individual once he is known to have this attribute.
There are compelling reasons for believing that such conditions play a crucial role in human interaction. Not only do they seem to be fundamentally involved in such large-scale social phenomena as the civil rights movement and national immigration quotas, but their influence is seemingly never absent in the most ordinary of social interactions. As Goffman (1963) has contended, the most fortunate of persons will have his failings since we all fall short of some of society's ideals of personality, appearance, and biographical characteristics. While there undoubtedly are differences among stigmata with regard to their role in interpersonal relationships, they are similar in some important respects as is implied by definition. For example, any stigma would appear to make the typical interaction among people more tense and less pleasant for all involved. These common elements should permit a fair degree of generalization from one stigma to another.
The particular stigma which is the focus of the present study, mental illness, recommends itself for a number of reasons. Attitudes toward the mentally ill have been thoroughly investigated and are strongly negative (Cohen & Struening, 1962 Ellsworth, 1965; Jones & Kahn, 1964; Manis, Houts, & Blake, 1963; Nunnally, 1961; Struening & Cohen, 1963) . Even knowledge of relatively minor adjustment problems involving no treatment makes a person less liked than another whose adjustment is more adequate (Jones, Hester, Farina, & Davis, 1959) . Moreover, although most studies concerned with mental illness have employed phenomenological measures, studies using behavioral measures have been carried out. These studies (Cohen & Struening, 1964; Farina & Ring, 196S) show that, in addition to expressing generally more negative feelings, people behave differently toward those perceived as mentally ill. However, the interpersonal significance of the behaviors measured in the studies cited is not always easily discernible. Thus, Cohen and Struening (1964) reported that patients housed in hospitals where the employees score high on restrictive attitudes toward mental illness are retained longer than patients in other hospitals. One can plausibly argue that these behaviors stem from benevolent feelings rather than those of dislike and fear, A major purpose of the present study is to obtain a behavioral measure having a rather clear interpersonal meaning. The measure selected was painfulness of shock administered. As Hastorf, Richardson, and Dornbusch (1958) have persuasively argued, studies using behavioral measures are sorely needed if progress is to be made in the area of person perception.
The sets to understand or to judge which were given to subjects (5s) are, respectively, quite similar to what Jones and Thibaut (1958) have called the causal-genetic and situation-matching sets. The former set presumably influences a person to try to comprehend another's personality and to view his departures from normative behavior as the result of events not within his control. This is the set which clinical psychologists presumably adopt toward patients whom they are diagnosing. The latter set, on the other hand, leads an S to expect certain behaviors as appropriate in a given situation and thus induces him to hold another personally responsible for failures to meet the situation's requirements. It is this kind of set which jury members are believed to take toward a person on trial. It seems reasonable to expect the unfavorable effects of stigma will be mitigated when the stigmatized is not held responsible for his condition as compared to when he is. For the normal person it is unclear what the effects of set might be. Conceivably, when a person achieves a normal status through his own efforts, he might be given greater credit than the individual whose normality was the result of fortuitous circumstances. For this reason, he might be more favorably evaluated in the former than the latter condition. On the other hand, it seems quite possible that normality elicits a quite favorable reaction no matter how achieved and responsibility for his normal status might thus be irrelevant.
METHOD
Subjects. The Ss of this study were 41 students enrolled in the introductory psychology course at the University of Connecticut. They served as Ss in order to satisfy a course requirement. Since it has been shown repeatedly that there are marked sex differences in the perception of others (Shrauger & Altrocchi, 1964) , only males were used. These Ss were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions of the study.
Apparatus. The apparatus consisted of a teacher's panel and a learner's panel which were connected by wires and placed in adjoining rooms. The teacher's panel was, ostensibly by chance, always assigned to the na'ive S. On this panel there was a row of three lights, labeled A, B, and C, which lighted when S in the adjoining room (in reality a confederate) pressed the corresponding buttons. The panel also had a light labeled "Finished" by means of which the confederate signaled that he had pressed the buttons the required number of times. This panel was equipped with a button which presumably administered a shock for as long as it was pressed and a dial which permitted the naive S to set the shock intensity at any of 10 levels, from weak to very strong. Finally, the teacher's panel also had a button labeled "Start" which the na'ive S pressed to begin each trial. The learner's panel permitted the experimenter (£) to determine the intensity level of each shock administered and, by means of a timer with which the panel was equipped, to measure the length of each shock in fractions of a second.
Procedure. When a na'ive S arrived at the experimental setting, the confederate was introduced to him as a student from another introductory psychology section. The confederate was actually one of two drama students with good acting ability and experience.
2 These confederates were both care-fully trained to play the same standardized role. After the introduction it was explained to them that as part of the experiment one of them would be required to tell the other something about himself which might be personal in nature and both were asked to agree to keep the information confidential. This was done to make it believable that the confederate would reveal derogatory personal information as he subsequently did for some of the conditions. They were then told the experiment was concerned with interpersonal relations and their role in communicating with another person, and that one would be asked to assume the role of communicator, or teacher, while the other would act as the learner. Both were asked to pick a card out of an envelope to determine who was to be the teacher and who the learner. Since both cards said "teacher," but the confederate routinely claimed to have drawn the learner card, the naive S was always assigned the teacher role. They were then shown the teacher's panel and told that a similar learner's panel was in the adjoining room. The task, it was explained, required the teacher to communicate two patterns of button presses which he would know but the learner would not know. The first pattern consisted of four button presses, such as C A B A, and the second consisted of five button presses, such as A B B C A. They were told the correct solution required that the buttons be pressed in a particular order and that each button be pressed at least once for each pattern. It was explained that initially the learner must necessarily guess but the teacher could inform him that he was in error by the administration of an electric shock. At this point the confederate protested mildly but agreed to proceed. Attention was called to the shocking apparatus, and the na'ive S was told that he was free to choose intensities at any of the 10 levels and to administer the shock as long as he wished. The shock at Setting 1 was described as very weak and barely detectable while that at the maximum setting, 10, was described as very strong and extremely painful but not injurious. For each pattern 25 trials were allowed, a trial being defined as the sequence in which the teacher gives the start signal, the learner presses the buttons the required number of times and indicates he is finished, and the teacher then either shocks the learner if he is incorrect or does nothing if he is correct.
In order to introduce the manipulation, it was pointed out to the confederate and S that the more a teacher knows about someone, the more effectively and rapidly he can communicate with him. However, the explanation continued, knowledge about some things is more relevant than knowledge about others and for this experiment past results indicated it was important to know two kinds of things about the learner that, initially, might seem surprising. It was important to know, they were drama students. The authors would like to express appreciation to Frederick M. Hughes and Stephen B. Gordon who did this work. assured, about childhood experiences and about current personal adjustment. The confederate was then asked to give both kinds of information to the teacher, particularly information about unique or unusual experiences, and the request was made that he be as candid as possible. The confederate routinely asked for clarification which was given together with reassurances.
The confederate, at this point, described his childhood experiences in one of two ways. For one description (J), he reported them to be normal and typical, thus presumably inducing the na'ive S to assume a set to judge the confederate. The J description was as follows:
I guess I had a pretty typical childhood. I went to the grammar school and high school in my neighborhood. What kind of things do you want? .... I remember I used to go on summer trips around the country with my parents, places like Grand Canyon or Niagara Falls, like that. They were really exciting. I think I'd like to go back and see those places again some day. I also played Little League baseball for 2 years on a team my father coached. We didn't win too often, but it was really a thrill. I guess that's about it.
For the second description (U), he reported his experiences to have been disturbing and pathogenic, thus presumably leading S to try to understand the communicator. The U description was given as follows:
I would say my childhood was pretty unusual. I used to play a lot of ball . . . but I guess that's not too unusual. Well, my parents got divorced. I was about 11? 12? I don't know. They never seemed to get along. When we would go someplace, like on a picnic, they would get into an argument and we'd wind up coming home early, no one saying a word. When they were divorced I went to live with my grandparents. They were goodhearted but hardly could speak any English. Coming here is the first time I've gotten away from them. That's about it.
As indicated, there were also two descriptions of adult adjustment. For one, the confederate indicated his condition to be normal (N), whereas for the second he revealed that he was stigmatized (S). The N description was:
Things are going pretty well for me now. My grades are good, and I think I know what I want to do when I finish school. I have trouble getting along with some people but with most I get along O.K., and I have two very close friends. I have been dating quite a bit but I am not too serious with anyone. I would say I am having a pretty good time in college in general, but I also think I'm getting a good education. That's about it, I guess.
The S description was the following:
As an adult I've had some problems. I haven't found it easy getting along with others and I don't really have any close friends. I don't really know if this is what you wanted. . . . Well, I suppose that the most important thing about me is that I've had a kind of nervous breakdown and was in a mental hospital for a while. As far as school is concerned, I like it and I get good grades. Well, I hope this is what you wanted.
Thus, a 2 X 2 independent groups design was employed with Ss assigned randomly to each of the four (JN, JS, UN, and US) conditions of the study.
After the information was given, the nai've 5 and the confederate were separated, the latter being taken to the adjoining room where, ostensibly, electrodes were strapped to his hand. The naive S was then given the correct patterns of button presses and told to begin. The same programmed series of presses were given by the confederate to all 5s in all conditions. For the first series, which required four presses, the confederate "learned" the pattern on Trial 13. However, although he approached the correct solution, he failed to learn the series requiring five presses in the 25 trials allowed. At this point the confederate was returned to the first room and he and the na'ive S were asked to complete a questionnaire which, they were assured, would be seen only by E. The questionnaire was intended to measure the effectiveness of the manipulation as well as to obtain perceptual measures designed to clarify the role of stigma in social relationships. It is described in the Results section.
Following this, all Ss were interviewed in a standardized manner beginning with very indirect questions and leading to the question, "Is there anything else the experiment might have been after?" If an 5 indicated being suspicious that any aspect of the study was not as it was described to him, he was discarded. Three Ss suspected the confederate had not told the truth and were dropped for this reason while a fourth was eliminated from the study because he failed to comprehend the instructions. Finally, the deception was revealed, an effort being made to have Ss understand why it had been necessary to deceive them, and the true nature of the study was carefully explained. It was pointed out to the participating students that while it was impossible to stop them, it would be greatly appreciated if they would not disclose the deception in the study. They were also told that they would be given the results when these became available, a promise subsequently carried out. Of the 41 usable Ss, 11 were assigned to the JN condition and 10 were assigned to each of the three remaining conditions.
RESULTS
A question which must be answered at the onset is that of the success of the set and stigma manipulations. Of the 16 items composing the postexperimental questionnaire, 6 were concerned with this issue. Of these, 3 were designed as checks on the stigma and the remaining 3 were intended to serve as checks on the set manipulation. With regard to the former, the confederate was described as getting along more poorly with others and as being less well-adjusted when he presented himself as having been mentally ill in comparison to normal (p < .02 and .01, respectively, according to a chi-square test). A third item, less central to mental illness, asked for an estimation of how well the confederate understood himself and for this item there were no differences among the groups. Checking on the set manipulation was more difficult since the researchers wanted to determine not merely if the childhood experiences described could be accurately reported but whether the groups differed in perceiving the confederate as differentially responsible for his level of adjustment. To this end, one item asked whether the confederate's adjustment was primarily due to environmental experiences or to his own character. Although the differences were in the expected direction (12 5s in the U condition as compared to 8 in the J condition choosing environment), they were not statistically significant. A second item asked for an estimation of how much the confederate had profited from his experiences and provided the choices of: a fair amount, very much, and not too much. With regard to this item, it seems plausible to assume that when the environment is perceived as playing a small and insignificant role in an individual's development, 5s will favor the relatively neutral choice of a fair amount. However, when this role is seen as crucial and central, they will indicate the profit was either great or small. As expected, more 5s in the J than the U set condition selected the fair amount alternative (IS in comparison to 6, \ 2 -?-4, df=l, p< .01). The third and final item asked if the confederate was himself largely responsible for what he was or not. Consistent with expectations, more 5s in the J condition judged him responsible than in the U condition (13 to 7). While a chi-square test indicated this difference to be significant at only p < .10, a Fisher exact probability test disclosed the probability level to be less than .06. Moreover, the two groups which consideration suggests ought to be most widely divergent, the JN and US groups, differed significantly in the expected direction (x 2 = 4.1, df=l, p< .05). In sum, these results suggest that both stigma and set were successfully manipulated. Table 1 presents the results of the shock measures. The pattern for the two series is quite consistent, the JN condition being in each case the one where the mildest shock was given and also where it was given for the shortest period of time. The most intense shock was administered in the JS condition. However, it was administered for the longest period in the UN condition. What appears to be a far more intriguing result, however, is the opposite effect of set for a normal as compared to a stigmatized individual. For each measure and in each series a set to understand leads to less pain being inflicted on a stigmatized individual than a set to judge him, whereas the opposite is true for a normal person.
To simplify the analysis of the shock data, one 5 was selected at random from the JN condition and removed, thus leaving 10 5s in each group. The analyses done were as described by Winer (1962, pp. 337-349) . This type of analysis is suitable for three-variable experiments like the present one. Each measure for each series was analyzed separately and an analysis was done using a general punishment score obtained by multiplying the intensity by the length of the shock given on each trial. A simple multiplicative score was used in the absence of any a priori reason for combining the two shock measures.
The punishment scores for the first series of button presses did not approach being significantly different as a function of either stigma or set. However, the F score for the interaction was 3.26 which, for dj = 1, indicates a probability level below .10. Comparable results were obtained for the scores of the second series but for this series the interaction F reached a statistically significant level (F = 4.37, dj -1, P < .05). These results indicate that the effect of set is opposite in direction for a stigmatized as compared to a "normal" person. While for the former, a set to understand mitigates the severity of punishment administered, for the latter it increases the severity. An additional analysis was done in which the JN-group punishment scores were compared to the punishment scores of 5s in the other three groups.
The 0 values yielded by the Mann-Whitney test were, respectively, 2.41 (p < .01) and 1.75 (p < .10) for the first and second series. Thus, a person is punished less when he is perceived as having had a typical childhood and being normal than when he is seen as having had a poor childhood or as having been mentally ill. As indicated, the two components of the punishment index, intensity and duration of shock, were individually analyzed. Analyses of shock intensity revealed no significant main effects or interactions for either series. The results of the analyses of shock duration were similar to those of the punishment scores. The main effects of set and stigma were not significant for either series, and the interaction effect for the four-press series was also not close to statistical significance. However, the interaction F for the second series was only slightly smaller than that for the punishment score (F -4.27, d{ -1) and is statistically significant (p < .05). Also, as for the punishment score, the JN-group 5s receive shocks of shorter duration than 5s in the other groups. The Mann-Whitney U test z values were, for the first and second series, respectively, 2.0 (p<.05) and 1. 75 (p<.!0) . This suggests that the punishment-score differences are primarily due to differences in the duration of the shock and are rather slightly enhanced by the intensity scores.
The 10 questionnaire items were analyzed by means of nonparametric tests to avoid making questionable assumptions about the measures.
8 These analyses also made it possible to retain all 11 5s in the JN group. The outcome revealed rather clearly that believing a person to be stigmatized leads to a less favorable evaluation of that person and, moreover, this evaluation is not seemingly changed by set. One item asked 5s to indicate how likable they had found the confederate to be by choosing one of the five alternatives from very likable to not likable at all. A chisquare test revealed that the stigmatized person was significantly less liked than the normal (x 2 = 4.26, df = 1, p < .OS). There was, surprisingly, a trend for the confederate to be less well-liked in the US than the JS condition. Analysis of another item showed that 5s preferred the normal to the stigmatized partner if required to work on future similar tasks (x 2 = 7-58, df = 2, p < .05). They also estimated their own team performance as poorer relative to other teams when their partner was perceived as stigmatized ( X 2 =14.3, df = 2, p<.001).
The clearest influence of set was to change the feelings expressed toward the "normal" partner. The confederate was consistently evaluated more favorably in the JN condition than in the UN condition. As is indicated by the results already cited, the JN group also evaluated their partner more favorably than either the JS or US groups. One of the items indicating this requested 5s to report how good a learner they thought their partner was. The JN group described their partner as significantly better than 5s in the other groups combined (x 2 = 4.11, df = 1, p < .05). There were no apparent differences among the other groups. Another item for which significant set differences were found was the one calling for an estimation of adequacy of team performance. The JN group estimated their team performance as significantly better than Ss in the other three groups combined ( x 2 = 5.21, df -1, p < .025). In addition, each of the remaining items which permitted expression of favorability showed a trend for the confederate to be most favorably evaluated in the JN condition.
There were no significant group differences for any of the remaining six items. For the two which requested an estimation of the confederate's intelligence and the degree of concentration he gave to the task, prior research suggests no differences were to be expected (Farina & Ring, 1965) . Two other items asked for an evaluation of the shock administered. One required an estimation of the average intensity setting used and the second sought a judgment of how painful the shock was. The similarity of responses obtained across groups seems neither inconsistent with other results nor terribly surprising. It is also not surprising that there were no group differences for an item asking Ss to estimate how effective they were as teachers since, in fact, they were all made to be equally effective in their "teaching." For the sixth and final item, which asked that primary blame for any failures be ascribed to either partner or self, differences had been expected. Both consideration and prior results (Farina & Ring, 1965) suggested the stigmatized partner would more frequently be blamed for joint failures than a normal co-worker. While there were directional trends consistent with this expectation, these were small and not significant.
DISCUSSION
It has been shown that stigma and the extent to which a person is held responsible for his stigma play a significant role in interpersonal behaviors. They clearly influence the amount of pain inflicted upon someone. The major question of determining if set is a variable which mitigates the unfavorable consequences of stigma is only partially answered, however. It was found, as had been expected, that a bad childhood experience tempers the harshness of the treatment accorded a person believed to be mentally ill. But, it was also found that this same experience has an opposite and extremely strong effect for the normal. The most painful shocks administered are given to the confederate when he presents himself as normal and as having had a bad childhood. This suggests that a bad childhood experience is itself stig-matizing and the questionnaire results amply confirm this. The confederate was as unfavorably evaluated when perceived as normal but having lived through a bad childhood period as when he presented himself as mentally ill. It may be that when a person has had a deviant upbringing he is perceived as mentally ill even if he claims good adjustment or perhaps any deviant experience is stigmatizing. Whatever the reason, the stigmatizing effects of an atypical childhood bring to light an interesting and unexpected phenomenon, although this also complicates the problem of determining the role of set in stigmatizing conditions.
What the results clearly show is that a normal and rather typical person is treated more favorably than someone who deviates from this norm. Whether this departure takes the form of poor adult adjustment or bad childhood experiences, the deviant is dealt with in a harsher manner. The nature of the process accounting for this differential treatment is not entirely clear. Something about its characteristics is suggested by comparing the results obtained for the two components of the punishment index, however. Whereas intensity of shock did not differentiate the groups, the duration measure yielded a pattern of differences quite similar to that of the punishment index itself. Thus, as was pointed out in the Results section, the differences in amount of pain inflicted seem primarily due to the use of longer rather than more intense shocks. This suggests that when someone maltreats a stigmatized individual he may not be fully aware of what he is doing since no information is given as to how long the shock was administered but the intensity is selected and hence clearly known. Perhaps this abuse reflects a lessened concern about hurting someone when he is not completely normal. Or, possibly, the results are due to the perception of the stigmatized person as more incompetent and dull with this leading to the use of more painful shock in order to penetrate this dullness. In any case, these results are consistent with Goffman's (1963) observation that "we believe the person with a stigma is not quite human [p. 5] ."
The results obtained with the questionnaire .are highly consistent with prior studies. A stigmatizing condition causes the afflicted individual to be perceived as doing a poorer job and the joint performance is judged to be less adequate. This is after interaction with the stigmatized person and in the absence of any objective bases for these feelings, since the performance was identical for all conditions. Congruent with this are the findings that people seek to avoid future contact with a blemished individual and express dislike for him. In the case of the mentally ill person, set did not change these unfavorable evaluations, although it mitigated the harshness of the treatment accorded him. This finding carries the interesting implication that people can be made to behave more favorably toward stigmatized others while retaining their feelings of contempt and aversion. The reluctance to be the recipient of the traditional Christmas basket suggests this phenomenon may have been familiar to some classes of people a long time ago.
In the process of doing this study two kinds of questions were raised which deserve attention. One of these is why the report of a bad childhood experience should have such unfavorable interpersonal consequences. It seems more plausible to expect that the normal person would be given greater credit for having overcome this misfortune. Instead of this, he is disliked and mistreated as much as the mentally ill person. It may be that any atypicality is stigmatizing but a process more complex than this is suspected, such as perceiving him not only as maladjusted but as lying about his condition as well. The second kind of question is about the nature of the process which leads to the unfavorable treatment and evaluation of the stigmatized. In particular, the suggestion implied by the results that full awareness of how a person is behaving toward the mentally ill reduces the harshness of the behavior seems worth investigating. Experiments which would shed light on these two questions are not difficult to design.
